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Aims 
Wellness assessments can determine adolescent lifestyle behaviors. A better understanding of wellness differences between high and low SES 
adolescents could assist policy makers to develop improved strategies to bridge the gap between these two groups. The aim of this investigation was 
to explore wellness differences between high and low SES adolescents. 
Methods 
In total, 241 (125 high and 116 low SES) adolescents 
completed the 5-Factor Wellness Inventory (5F-Wel). 
The 5F-Wel comprises 97 items contributing to 17 
subscales, 5 dimensions, 4 contexts, total wellness, 
and a life satisfaction index, with scores ranging from 
0-100. Independent sample t-tests were performed 
with Levene’s test of equality for variances, which 
checked the assumption of homogeneity of 
variances.  
Results 
Overall, 117 (94%) and 112 (97 %) high and low SES 
participants had complete data and were included in 
the analysis. The high SES group scored higher for 
total wellness (M = 81.09, SE = .61) than the low SES 
group (M = 75.73, SE = .99). This difference was 
significant t (186) = 4.635, p < .05, with a medium 
effect size r = .32. The high SES group scored higher 
on 23 of 27 scales (21 scales, p < .05), while the low 
SES group scored higher on the remaining 3 scales (all 
non-significant).  
For further information, please contact Jerome Rachele at 
j.rachele@qut.edu.au 
Conclusion 
These results contribute empirical data to the body of 
literature, indicating a large wellness discrepancy 
between high and low SES youth. Deficient areas can 
be targeted by policymakers to assist in bridging the 
gap between these groups.  
Measure 
High SES 
mean 
(SE) 
Low SES 
mean 
(SE) 
t-
statistic 
Degrees 
of 
freedom 
Effect size p-value 
Creative Self 
81.81 
(.78) 
75.95 
(1.17) 
4.16 195 .29 .000 
Coping Self 
76.08 
(0.62) 
71.06 
(0.88) 
4.68 201 .33 .000 
Social self 
88.89 
(0.88) 
80.05 
(1.21) 
5.89 227 .39 .000 
Essential self 
77.10 
(0.86) 
77.63 
(1.23) 
-0.35 200 .02 .726 
Physical self 
83.99 
(0.96) 
72.76 
(1.43) 
6.54 227 .43 .702 
Total 
wellness 
81.09 
(0.61) 
75.73 
(0.99) 
4.64 186 .34 .000 
Life 
satisfaction 
index 
90.60 
(1.20) 
77.46 
(2.02) 
5.57 181 .41 .000 
Table 1. Wellness differences between high and low SES groups 
